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Sir: 



In reply to the Office Action dated September 3, 2004, reconsideration and 
allowance of the present application are respectfully requested. Claims 1-8 remain 
pending in the application. 

In numbered paragraph 6, on page 2 of the Office Action, independent claims 
1 and 8, along with various dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by WO 00/49769 (Lecheler et al.). In numbered paragraph 15, 
on page 4 of the Office Action, independent claims 1 and 8, along with various 
dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) over Hewlett-Packard's 
commonly assigned U.S. Patent No. 5,948,055 (Pulsipher et al.). These rejections 
are respectfully traversed. 

The Lecheler publication and the Pulsipher patent do not disclose assigning to 
a collection computer a management domain identifier uniquely associated with a 
management domain in which each collection computer resides; and maintaining 
within the at least one management computer a database of the information 
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accessed using the management domain identifier, as recited in claim 1. Similar 
features are recited in claim 8. 

The Lecheler publication discloses a system directed to distinguishing 
duplicate network addresses in the customer domain using "Level 1" manager 
mapping tables, rather than by assigning unique identifiers to collection computers 
with a management domain using a management station database, as presently 
claimed. Page 14, in the first paragraph of the Lecheler patent, describes that after 
mapping a network address to a unique domain name and generating a unique 
location identifier, a message creator of a level one manager (such as "Level 1 
Manager 34 in Figure 1) ensures that no duplicate network addresses are sent to the 
level two manager 40 of Figure 1 . An exemplary message creator 82 is shown in 
Figure 3. Focusing on unique domain names instead of network addresses is 
intended to eliminate the potential for duplicate network addresses being sent to 
level two manager 40. However, Lecheler's domain name relates to the customer 
network. The level one managers act as gateways between the customer domain 
and the manager domain to ensure that levei two manager 40 does not receive 
duplicate network address messages (page 14, lines 1-6 and 25-28). 

Thus, the Lecheler publication deals with a unique location identifier of the 
customer domain at the level one manager 34-38, but does not address unique 
identification with a management domain. A unique identification of the source of an 
event is not resolved at a management computer by assigning a management 
domain identifier uniquely associated with a management domain in which each 
collection computer resides, and maintaining within at least one management 
computer a database of the information accessed using the management domain 
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identifier, as claimed. Rather, Lecheler relates to unique customer domain name 
managed at the collection level 1 station. For example, as shown in Figure 3 of the 
Lecheler publication, the mapping table 84 which converts the network address to a 
unique customer network domain name resides within the level one manager 34, 
and not the Figure 1 "level two manager 40." Accordingly, the Lecheler publication 
does not resolve unique identification by management domain identifier within the 
management computer. 

In addition, the Lecheler publication assigns a unique domain name for each 
of the network addresses (page 13, lines 17-23; and step 102 of Figure 4a). In 
contrast to Applicant's claims 1 and 8, a management domain identifier is not 
uniquely associated with a management domain in which each collection computer 
resides, but rather relates to the managed customer networks 16. Applicant's claims 
1 and 8 recite, for example, assigning to a collection computer a management 
domain identifier uniquely associated with a management domain in which each 
collection computer resides. The Lecheler publication does not disclose or suggest 
at least these recited claimed features. 

The Pulsipher patent does not disclose assigning a collection computer a 
management domain identifier uniquely associated with a management domain in 
which each collection computer resides, as claimed. The Pulsipher patent discloses 
that both management and collection stations include a layout mechanism for 
receiving topology data and driving the output device based upon the topology data 
and a discovery mechanism for discovering and storing the topology data (column 3, 
lines 18-22). Thus, the Pulsipher patent does not disclose a management domain 
identifier which is uniquely associated with a management domain. 
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For the foregoing reasons, Applicant's claims 1 and 8 are allowable over the 
Lecheler publication and the Pulsipher patent. The remaining claims depend from 
independent claim 1 and recite additional advantageous features which further 
distinguish over the documents relied upon by the Examiner. As such, the present 
application is in condition for allowance. 

All rejections raised in the Office Action having been addressed, it is 
respectfully submitted that the application is in condition for allowance and a Notice 
of Allowance is respectfully solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Burns, Doane, Swecker & Mathis, l.l.p. 




Date: December 3, 2004 




Patrick C. Keane 
Registration No. 32,858 



P.O. Box 1404 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1404 
(703) 836-6620 



